IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 95-10792
Conf er ence Cal endar

PRESTON BRI GGS,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

JACK HAMPTON, Judge;
JOHN VANCE; MATT FRY

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 3:95-CV-1040-T
Decenber 20, 1995

Before DAVI S, STEWART, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

| T IS ORDERED that Preston Briggs's notions for |eave to
proceed in forma pauperis and for appointnment of counsel are
DENI ED, because his appeal |acks arguable nerit and is therefore

frivolous. See Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Cr

1983). Because the appeal is frivolous, IT IS FURTHER ORDERED
that the appeal is dismssed. See 5th CGr. R 42. 2.

Appel lant's brief does not challenge the basis of the

Local Rule 47.5.1 provides: "The publication of
opinions that nerely decide particular cases on the basis of
wel | -settled principles of | aw i nposes needl ess expense on the
public and burdens on the legal profession.” Pursuant to that
Rul e, the court has determ ned that this opinion should not be
publ i shed.
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district court's dismssal of his case: that he could not bring
a 42 U.S.C 8§ 1983 suit because the crimnal conviction that was
chal | enged had not been reversed, expunged, declared invalid, or
called into question by the issuance of a federal wit of habeas
corpus. Nor does appellant challenge the district court's
determ nation that Defendants Vance and Hanpton are entitled to
absolute imunity fromsuit for danmages.

We caution Briggs that any additional frivolous appeals
filed by himor on his behalf will invite the inposition of
sanctions. To avoid sanctions, Briggs is further cautioned to
review any pendi ng appeals to ensure that they do not raise
argunents that are frivol ous because they have been previously
deci ded by this court.

MOTI ONS DENI ED; APPEAL DI SM SSED.



